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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR hi 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 4/12/2005 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Claims 1-22 as amended are still in consideration for this application. Applicant has 
amended claim 1 . Applicant has canceled claims 23-39. 

3. Examiner withdraws the anticipated rejection to Hurd for Office action filed 
11/15/2004. Applicant's arguments, see the response, filed 4/12/2005, with respect to the 
rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-7, 9, 13, and 16-42 under Hurd have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, 
a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of the new references provided below. 

4. Examiner withdraws the obviousness rejection to Uppaluru in view of McDysan for 
Office action filed 11/15/2004. Applicant's arguments, see the response, filed 4/12/2005with 
respect to the rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-37, and 40-41 under Uppalurum view of McDysan have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of the new 
references provided below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-7, 9-13, and 16-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

U.S. Patent No. 5,923,745 A to Hurd in view of "LATA Map" to Nathan Stratton ("Stratton") 

and U.S. Patent No. 4,956,835 A to Grover. 

t 

As to claim 1, see figure 2 of Hurd. In particular, a single centralized hub is 
shown as PSTN 20 in combination with NRU 42, a plurality of remote sites are shown as 
call centers 16, and a connection of one-to-many is shown in the figure as part of a hub- 
and-spoke model, see e.g., column 7, lines 47-61 . In particular note that the NRU 42 can 
be co-located with any equipment in the PSTN 20 including toll switch 36 such that the 
NRU 42 is coupled to the call receiving unit and at least a first switch (e.g., toll switch 
36). Also note that figure 2 shows one PSTN 20(including the NRU 22) and many call 
centers 16. The call centers 16 are the remote sites where each site has a respective 
second switch adapted to receive calls as transferred from the first switch as part of the 
contact control server CCS 24 and a server as part of e.g., ACD 22, see e.g., column 7, 
lines 27-40. The live operators are manned by e.g., telephones 26. With respect to call 
parameters used for staggering calls, see e.g., column 10, lines 10-26. Figure 2 also 
shows a first connective member as e.g., link 23 and a second connectivity member as 
e.g., link 25. Examiner notes that the placement of the remotes sites further teaches 
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wherein capital assets located at the respective sites are minimized in favor of 
maximizing the capital assets located at the hub. 

Hurd is silent or deficient to the further limitation remote sites that are distributed 
geographically remote from the hub and a third connectivity member coupled to 
providing redundant voice communications between the hub and the sites in the event 
that the first connectivity member fails. 

Stratton teaches the further recited limitation with respect to geographically 
disperse sites using e.g., the LATA map in combination, and Grover teaches the further 
recited limitation above with respect to a redundant voice link at e.g., column 13, lines 9- 
38 with respect to a SPARE CIRCUIT. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Hurd by clarifying that the remote sites 
16 that taught by Hurd are geographically dispersed using the LATA numbers and that 
redundant links such as redundant voice links are know in the art prior to applicant's 
invention. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to route the 
call using a number where the number corresponds to a LATA number since LATA 
numbers have to do with the phone system in the U.S. and for providing redundancy in 
the form of a backup link for providing redundant voice switching. In particular, Hurd 
cures the above-cited deficiency by providing a motivation found at e.g., column 8, line 
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16-34 with respect to routing voice calls and Grover provides a motivation with respect 
to providing redundancy at e.g., column 13, lines 3-35. Second, there would be a 
reasonable expectation of success since both references pertain to voice switching. Thus 
the references either in singular or in combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 
As to claim 2, see figure 2 of Hurd. 

As to claims 3-4, ATM is supported, see e.g., column 4, lines 45-57 of Hurd. 
As to claims 5-6, the NRU 42 contains a VRU, see e.g., figure 3 of Hurd. 
As to claim 7, see similar rejection to claims 3-4. 

As to claims 9, see figure 2 of Hurd where the locations are at different LECs. 
As to claims 10-12, see the LATA map of Stratton. 

As to claim 13, the call centers are staffed by live operators, see e.g., column 10, 
lines 10-26 of Hurd. 

As to claim 16, see the ACD in figure 2 of Hurd. 

As to claim 17, see the PSTN in figure 2 of Hurd. 

As to claims 18-20, see the relationship in figure 2 of Hurd. 

As to claims 21-22, see e.g., links 23 and 25 going to the remote site of Hurd. In 
addition, Grover also teaches redundancy with respect to a SPARE CIRCUIT. 
7. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No. 6,01 1,844 A to Uppaluru et al. ("Uppaluru") in view of "ATM Theory and Application" to 
McDysan et al. ("McDysan") in further view of "LATA Map" to Nathan Stratton ("Stratton") 
and U.S. Patent No. 4,956,835 A to Grover. 
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As to claim 1, Uppaluru teaches a telecommunications system adapted to perform 
as a call receiving center for an inbound telemarketing campaign. With respect to the 
anticipated rejection, Uppaluru discloses a scalable network architecture. In particular, 
Uppaluru shows in figure 5, a POP call center 152 that acts as a hub which interfaces 
with various business call center spokes 150 where each spoke is from the same business 
center. Here the business call centers are geographically dispersed from the POP call 
center (i.e., the backend is at a different location). Furthermore, examiner notes 
specifically functionality in the front end as opposed to the back end. Specifically, in 
comparison to applicant's figure 2, the IVR (i.e., the VRU) is in the front end (i.e., the 
hub) while the ACD is in the back end (i.e., the spoke or remote site), see e.g., column 2, 
lines 43-67. The gateway uses the translated 800 number (that was translated to a local 
number) to identify an IVR application that can either be replicated at the POP call center 
or dynamically accessed from the business call center (i.e., remote site). Specifically, the 
POP call center (i.e., hub) responds to the incoming call with an IVR application 
customized to the business call center that was called by the customer. The connectivity 
member can be either the long distance network 14 or the call center network 148 where 
the call center network can also transport voice. 

What may be at issue is the further limitation a connectivity member connecting 
the hub to the remote sites so that the hub has a one-to-many relationship with the remote 
sites. Examiner notes that the above limitation is taught by the reference. In particular, 
Uppaluru teaches a one-to-one relationship, a one-to-many relationship, and a many-to- 
many relationship. An example of one-to-many is shown e.g., column 3, lines 30-35, and 
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in figure 5 and column 4, lines 60-64. In particular, note one POP call center to one or 
more premise call centers. However, assuming for the sake of argument that the above 
section is not clear, the examiner also notes the following obviousness rejection below as 
well. 

McDysan teaches the above limitation of a one-to-many relationship as shown in 
figure 10. 12 on page 306. 

Thus examiner proposes to modify Uppaluru to clarify a one-to-many 
relationship. 

In particular, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art prior to applicant's invention to include a one-to-many relationship. Specifically, one 
skilled in the art would have been motivated to use a one-to-many relationship in order to 
maintain a hierarchical manner. McDysan teaches the above motivation e.g., at bottom of 
page 305. Examiner also notes a very strong reasonable expectation of success since 
both references teach ATM, see e.g., column 4, line 65 of Uppaluru. In addition, ATM is 
a hub-and-spoke or star topology (i.e., one-to-many). 

Hurd is also silent or deficient to the further limitation remote sites that are 
distributed geographically remote from the hub and a third connectivity member coupled 
to providing redundant voice communications between the hub and the sites in the event 
that the first connectivity member fails. 

Stratton teaches the further recited limitation with respect to geographically 
disperse sites using e.g., the LATA map in combination, and Grover teaches the further 
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recited limitation above with respect to a redundant voice link at e.g., column 13, lines 9- 
38 with respect to a SPARE CIRCUIT. 

The proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) necessary to arrive 
at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Hurd by clarifying that the remote sites 
16 that taught by Hurd are geographically dispersed using the LATA numbers and that 
redundant links such as redundant voice links are know in the art prior to applicant's 
invention. 

As such, examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
prior to applicant's invention to include the above limitation. In particular, the motivation 
for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to route the 
call using a number where the number corresponds to a LATA number since LATA 
numbers have to do with the phone system in the U.S. and for providing redundancy in 
the form of a backup link for providing redundant voice switching. In particular, Hurd 
cures the above-cited deficiency by providing a motivation found at e.g., column 8, line 
16-34 with respect to routing voice calls and Grover provides a motivation with respect 
to providing redundancy at e.g., column 13, lines 3-35. Second, there would be a 
reasonable expectation of success since both references pertain to voice switching. Thus 
the references either in singular or in combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 

As to claims 2-4, see e.g., column 4, lines 60-67 of Uppaluru. 

As to claims 5-6, see e.g., column 2, lines 43-56 of Uppaluru. 

As to claims 7-8, see e.g., column 4, lines 60-67 of Uppaluru. 
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As to claims 9-12, see e.g., column 4, lines 25-30 of Uppaluru: In addition the 
distances as taught by Uppaluru also note the LATA map as provided by Stratton. 
As to claim 13, see e.g., column 3, lines 57-63 of Uppaluru. 
As to claims 14-15, see e.g., column 4, lines 60-67 of Uppaluru. 
As to claim 16, see e.g., column 3, lines 58-67 of Uppaluru. 
As to claims 17-20, see e.g., figure 3 of Uppaluru. 
As to claims 21-22, see column 5, lines 1-14 of Uppaluru. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (571) 272-3123. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.S.T. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571)272-3 139. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Derrick W. Ferris 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2663 
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